
Comments in Response to Localiisrn Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, i'f e,nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forc'3 radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value,s. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmell1t, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to tollow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the mess,age. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forCEI rlwelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious, plCOgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such ttlings as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial dlOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those whO 'italy true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could fao3 long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin9 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public internst.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localiisrn Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopt

(1) The FCC must not forCl3 radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their value's. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased haraSSI11Elnt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messag,e. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forCEI 113velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial ctloices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stsly true to their conscienres and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could faCl3 long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcastllrs operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin9 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaki
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED&INSPECTtiJ

APR 7 2008

CC-MAILRoOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if l~nacted,would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valuEls. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassffil~nt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must notturn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messafle. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not foro~ revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such Iilings as who produced what programs would intrude on
conslilulionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renElwal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadc:;lSlers operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity floWing is often a challenge. Yet, tile Commission proposes to further
s~ue.eze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence wher~evera s"'kition is on t'te afr and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rarsing costs \flith these prcpcsafs '~II,{Cturd force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge Ihe FCC not 10 adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localillm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 7 2008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro ~~u1EWati~M
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~"'!:Li~v~·~Mt\..:.::I"'~__...

Any new FCC rules, policies olr procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn ElV'~ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public a,::co~ss requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messalgEI. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force re!velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such th ings as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establis,h a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants Iby the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who s,tay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could faCE~ lemg, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcallters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!! is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Local~smNotice of Proposed Rulemaklng
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RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 7 2008

FCC-MAILROOM
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policie!l or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, nf enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forcE' radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum ,ev,ery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiousty objects to the m6SSllQ<~. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forcE, I'llvelation of specific editorial decision-making infonnation. The choice
of programming, especially religioUS programming, is not property dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who !;ta,y true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could faCI! kmg, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadca!ltElIS operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleclricity fIowill<J is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
~queeze nic."e and smaller market bro,edcasters. by subslant~lIyraising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is 011 the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs wit" these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtai~ service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC n<ot to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2006, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forcEl radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force ",velation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on sucrl things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial cho:,ces.

(4) . The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is 011 the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Nolice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forcEl radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pmgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is 011 the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

ot to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comme,nts In response to the Localism Notice of
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in Ml~ Docket No. 04-233.

R 1 2.008
ropo~Rulemaklng (the

.t\AA\LROOM
Ally new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amend~~ij:'~~u~m~be~rO~ff­

proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enucted, would do so - and must nol be adOpted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. lhe NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconslilullonal mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment. complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allOWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broedcaster, mUllt present.

(2) The FCC must not tum e'v8'ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public ac:ce'ss reqUirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force re',elation of specific editorial decision-making Information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pmgramming, Is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establislh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stall true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broedcalrtars operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whanever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals ,,"ould force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice of prop~~ilomI!!iii
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassml,nt, complaints and even loss of license for Choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the meSSa(le. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine mmwval application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals w,)uld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RECEIVED &INSPECTED

2008APR 7
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of F roposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, il1 MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MAILROOM
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amen mem rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

Comments in Response to Localiisrn Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valuEls. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa~le. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine mn,>wal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners' themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Locallllll1l Notk:e of Proposed Rulemllklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

R£CElVED&INSPECTED

APR 7 2008

I aubmit the following commltnlls In response to the Localism Noticeof'I'fi~~I~ng (the
"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ...... ~ILIiOOM-Any new FCC Nles, poHcies 01' procedlll8ll mll8t not vloIate FInll Amendment rights. A number of
proposals d1SCllSsed In the NPRM, II enacted, would do so - and mll8t not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especlally religious broadcasters. to taka advice from
people who do not share their valuell. 11'he NPRM's proposed advisory board proposels would impose such
unconstitutional mandalas. ReligiollS broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and even Io6s of Iiceme for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rether than allowing inc:ornpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating whet viewpoints a broadcaster,
particular1y a religiOus broadcaster, mll8t present.

(2) The FCC must not tum ElVEIIy radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public a<:ce&s requirements would do so - even If a religiOUS broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The Arst Amendment foIbIds imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rell8latlon of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming. especially religious pn:lgrammlng, is not properly dictaled by any government agency - and
proposalS to force reporting on such things as who produced whet programS would inlNde on
constilullonally-protected editorial choic:es.

(4) The FCC must not establislh a lWO-liered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal appllcetion processing. The proposed mandaloly special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
raligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, elCP8l1sive and potentially Nlnous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcaiters ()JleI'llte on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity ftowing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is I~n the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt Nles, IPr<lcedures or poHcies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Locall:snl NoUCe of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

'REOO'JtO &INSPECTEO

APR 7 2008

I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice of Prop<~HYf.e'1l!l/<i{l{\ifl{OOM
"NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233'l,F~C~li~-M~"'~:::":'::'--

Any new FCC rules, poIiciell or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals dlscuslled In tho NPRM, rf enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forcell'lldlo stations, especielly religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propolled edvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religiolus broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing in,=ompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broedcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum 'every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the me~I91I. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force rElvelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choi'::es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could faCE,lc,ng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christien broedca,stens operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity ftowil1l1 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smeller market blrOadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
statt presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals illIQuid force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
1\ '

nJrLiYf A tL 'h S
Name .J

TItle (if any)

Organization (if any)





I suomlt the tollowlng comments In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule
"NPRM"), released Jan 24, 2008, Ih MB Docket No, 04·233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights, A
proposals discussad in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especielly religious broadcasters, to lake advic
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would ImPdllo8"'8'lleh
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who rasist advice from those who don't shara their
values could face increased harassment, compiaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broedcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids Imposition of messege delivery
mandetes on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force reveletion of specific editoriei decision.making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who producad what programs would intrude on
constltutionally-protacted editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewel system In which certain licensees would be
automatically berred from routine renewal application processing, The proposed mandatory spacial renawal
review of cartaln classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market sacular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smeller market broedcasters, by substantially raising costs In two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presance whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices,
Raising costs with thesa proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above,
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I suomlt the rOllowlng comments In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), releasad Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233. PEOI:.O

Any new FCC rules, policies 01' procedures must not violate First Amandment rig tt~~~
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted, ~ '2.\J\J'C

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reiigious broadcasters, to ta advi~~~
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals wo d Imposa such. 01)0"",,
unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those Who don't h r p..,\..P'
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing t n
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broedcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making Information, Tha choica
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renawal system in which certain IIcansees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing, The proposed mandetory spacial renawal
review of certain classes of applicants by tha Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay trua to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locetion choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt ruies, procedures or policies discussed above,
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Comments In Response to I.ocallsm NotIce of Proposed RltJemaking
Me Docket No. 04-233

APR 7 ,Z008

I submllllle following commenl$lnrespomle1OtIle Localism NoIice ~!MA~"
'NPRMj, rel&at!ed Jan. 24, 2008, in MS Docket No. 04-233.

My new FCC rules, polIcles or proeedures IlIl.ftlt not violate FITSI Amendment righ18. A number Qf
proposals discussed in the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC IlIl.ftlt not force radio stations, especiiIIIy religious bro8dI E etel'S, to 1ake advicetforn ..
~who do not sham their values. The NPRM'sproposed advisoIy b:leI'd propo In would ~npose such
unconstilUlionallJllllldate$. Religious broedc a,1 Irs who ruist advice from u-e who don't stl8n! their
II&lues lXlUld face lncle88ed t....a....ment, oampIainls and awn loss Qf license fbrchoosing to~ their own
oonscienc:ell, IiIlher 1han allowing incompatible vlewpoInts 10 shape their programming. The Filst
Amendment J)ItlhIlils gl'M!I'lII'll8Ilnc:fuding !he FCC, from dictating what \liewpoints a bioadcaster,
parlicularly a religious broadcasler, IlIl.ftlt pI9SllIlt

(2) The FCC muat not tum -V IB<fIO $Ialiorl inlo a public fofum when! anyone and EWelYOI'lB has
rights 10 air lime. PlllPOfldd public access requinlmenlS would do so -lMlI\ if a religious bpi 'ado: Ier
oonsclentiously objects 10 the menage. The First Amendment fofbi<ts kllJX)llllion of liessagedaIiverV
mandates on 81ly religion.

(3) The FCC IlIl.ftlt not force revelation of specific ediIoriaI decIIlion-making 'fibmalian. The choice
of programming, 8SIJ8"~1IllIigiousprogramming. is not properly dldalsd by any governmentagency - and
proposals 10 force reporting on such things as who producfld what prOQlailis would inIrude on
constilutlonally-ptotecled editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tieni!d renewal system in which certain llcense_ would be
automatil:aIIy barred from routine renewal apflIication po<: !Bing. The proposed mandatory sjleciaI_1
review of CBl1ain classes Qfapplioanls by the Candhi! ,'0Il8fll thetlllWlves would amount 10 co8rdon of
religious broadl:asIars. Those who slay lJUe to their consciences and preI>ElIlt ooIy the III ! saages they
~ 10 thilr bEilI8fs COUld face Jong. expensive and polleidially ruInOus RIllS eI PioceectJlIgB.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgels, as do many smaller marltet~
stations. Keeping the electricity lIowing is oIlen a challenge. Yet, !he Commission prop? es to further
squeeze niche and smaller I1I8Ikst bmadcaslers. by llUbsIl!lnllaIl Jaising costs in two ways: (a) by mquifing
staff pres alICe whenllvar a station is on the1Iir and, (b) by further lestlidlliQ main studio Iocatioo choices.
Raising COSIs with these Ploposals would fume seMoo culbacks - and cul1aiIed service is contmry to the
public interest

we urge the FCC not 10 adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Reeponse to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECENED &INSPEClEO

APR 7 2.008

I submit the following cammenis in response to the Localism Notice ofprop~~~~~&!!L:--"
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. Q4...233. . .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FIlst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisOIy board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from diclaling what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC myst not tum every radio station into a pubHc forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requiremeilts would do so - even if a religious b10adcasJer
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially l8lIgious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
conslitutionally-protacted editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tierad renewal systam in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eIectricily flowing is ofIan a challenge. Yet, the Commission propcBBB to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force senIice culbacks - and curtailed senIice is contrary to the
public interest.

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

The true wellsprings of locaiism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, inclUding women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters -- would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communitie& they serve - it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'public interest' in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,

1kt~U [1ft<:JC:i'PQ
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

R£CEIVED&INSPECTED

APR 7 2008

FCC. 'iI/Lo,.,.
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of·~Op:lili"C:"~~'l~U~O~M~J

Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
govemment agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
C1!'l10unt to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face lOng, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 7 2008
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pre >o...§ed

Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who prodUced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECENEO 8<\~SPECTEO

t\PR 1 2.008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of PropOSe Rulema[(ic!1~!ROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~F~C~C~·~Nl~""~:':":~--

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewai
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 7 Z008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propo ~d RulemakiLlQ.(t.l;Ia.-,.OM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . lF~C~C~-~M~A:..:::.IL=...\"{U::....-_.._-

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious bruadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints te shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autor:1atically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissione,s themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs :ould face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challer,ge. Yet, the Commisbion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
.Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
'public interest. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RECEIVED &INSPECTEDComments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro~ psed ~/ikingaOOll
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendme IT~~M~M
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopt '0.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist·advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
con~ciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those VJho stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

RECEIVED&INSPECTED

,~,

APR 7 200R
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pr posed Rulemaking (tfie

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
FCC-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmem ngms. "­
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice 0
'NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2006, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First t rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not foroe radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take edvice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcastar,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of spaclfic editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tierad renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposad mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselveS would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs·could faceJong, expensive and potentially rulnousrenewal pmceedlngs.~ __

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity lIowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station Is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposels would foroe service cutbacks - and curtailed service Is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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